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The growing trend of Internet and Web 2.0 use, such as social networking sites, has led to new dilemmas in the
professionalism of psychology doctoral students; however, the problem is not currently well defined. Through
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related to Web 2.0. Approximately 36% of all psychology doctoral programs responded to the survey (133/
371). Of those who responded, approximately 44% (55/126) reported experiencing incidents of
unprofessional online postings by students. Only one respondent reported an incident of a violation of patient
confidentiality online. More common reports included profanity, depicted intoxication, and sexually
suggestive material. Approximately 34% (36/107) of schools reported having a professionalism policy that
covers student-posted online content. Comparisons were made between those schools that reported incidents
of unprofessional student-posted content online and those that did not. Schools that reported incidents were
significantly more likely to have professionalism policies that address student-posted online content. Future
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ABSTRACT 
The growing trend of Internet and Web 2.0 use, such as social networking sites, has led to new 
dilemmas in the professionalism of psychology doctoral students; however, the problem is not 
currently well defined.  Through an electronic survey this study measured psychology doctoral 
program administrators and students about their perceptions of problematic Web 2.0 use among 
psychology doctoral students.  Primary measurements included the frequency of schools 
reporting incidents of unprofessional student-posted content online, the nature of the violation of 
professionalism, the type of disciplinary actions taken, the execution of professionalism policies 
that address Web 2.0, and future plans for development of professionalism policies related to 
Web 2.0.  Approximately 36% of all psychology doctoral programs responded to the survey 
(133/371).  Of those who responded, approximately 44% (55/126) reported experiencing 
incidents of unprofessional online postings by students.  Only one respondent reported an 
incident of a violation of patient confidentiality online.  More common reports included 
profanity, depicted intoxication, and sexually suggestive material.  Approximately 34% (36/107) 
of schools reported having a professionalism policy that covers student-posted online content.  
Comparisons were made between those schools that reported incidents of unprofessional student-
posted content online and those that did not.  Schools that reported incidents were significantly 
more likely to have professionalism policies that address student-posted online content.  Future 
research should consider development and efficacy of student professionalism policies and 
programs that address Web 2.0. 
Keywords: Internet, professionalism, Facebook, social networking, graduate students, ethics 
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Status Update: Unprofessional Postings by Psychology Doctoral Students 
 In October 2005, less than 2 years after the launch of the social networking website 
(SNW) Facebook, Fisher College student government association president Cameron Walker 
was expelled from school for writing disparaging comments about a campus police officer on a 
Facebook group formed against the officer (Schweitzer, 2005).  Walker was the first student to 
be expelled from a university for a post made on Facebook, but certainly not the last (Woo, 
2005).  Later that fall, four freshman females from Syracuse University faced disciplinary action 
after creating a Facebook group aimed at insulting the teaching assistant of their writing class 
(Pepitone, 2006).  In November 2010, nursing student Doyle Byrnes and three of her peers at 
Johnson County Community College in Kansas were expelled after posting photos onto 
Facebook that were taken of themselves with a placenta during an off-campus lab course; 
however, following a lawsuit against the school, all four students were reinstated (Cook, 2011).  
There were several findings that helped Byrnes win the lawsuit, one of which was that the 
school’s code of conduct held no statements about regulations of transmitting photography 
through social media sites like Facebook (Doyle Byrnes v. Johnson County Community, 2011). 
 Facebook membership has now grown to over 500 million active users, 50 percent of 
whom log onto the site on any given day (Facebook, 2011).  Facebook is only one form of social 
media, which is currently defined as, “a group of Internet-based applications that build on the 
ideological and technological foundations of Web 2.0, and that allow the creation and exchange 
of user generated content” (Kaplan & Haenlein, 2010).  This broad definition of social media, or 
Web 2.0, can include blogs, wikis, social networking sites, dating sites, YouTube, etc.  Many 
Web 2.0 applications feature privacy options; however, some users neglect to adjust privacy 
settings, which leaves information open for public viewing (Taylor, McMinn, Bufford, & Chang, 
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2010).  For students like Doyle Byrnes, such an oversight can result in private information being 
viewed by peers, faculty, internship sites, and clients.  Further, for psychology doctoral students, 
unethical online behavior may potentially jeopardize professional relationships, internship 
admission, clinician privacy, and client confidentiality (Lehavot, 2009).   
 In developing an understanding of unethical behavior online, one must first consider the 
importance of ethical practice for psychologists.  Ethical considerations in the field of 
psychology have been paramount since before the development of the first code of ethics in 1952 
(Discussion on Ethics, 1952).  Of primary concern in developing the ethics code was the 
protection of the public served by the field of psychology (Bobbitt, 1952).  In developing the 
original code of ethics, the American Psychological Association (APA) gathered data from a 
sample of its members regarding ethical dilemmas that had been encountered in the field (A 
Little Recent History, 1952).  Following a more recent national survey of APA members, it was 
discovered that the two most frequent types of ethical dilemmas encountered by psychologists 
are those related to confidentiality and multiple relationships (Pope & Vetter, 1992).  While the 
most recent revision of the APA’s “Ethical Principles of Psychologists and Code of Conduct” 
does not specifically mention social media, it does clearly state that the code applies to 
professional realms “across a variety of contexts, such as in person, postal, telephone, Internet, 
and other electronic transmissions.” (APA, 2002, p. 1061).  The code also makes a statement 
about new realms which may develop more rapidly than the Code of Ethics itself, stating, “In 
those emerging areas in which generally recognized standards for preparatory training do not yet 
exist, psychologists nevertheless take reasonable steps to ensure the competence of their work 
and to protect clients/patients, students, supervisees, research participants, organizational clients, 
and others from harm” (APA, 2002, p. 1064). 
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 With the influx of Web 2.0 new gateways to breaches of client confidentiality have 
opened, as well as new potential situations where multiple relationships could arise, through 
becoming “friends” online.  If health professionals post information about clients online, then 
that information could become public and permanent.  Maintaining client confidentiality is 
paramount for health professionals; proper and ethical management of client’s private 
information promotes clients’ confidence in their providers and may also strengthen the client-
clinician alliance (Benefield, Ashkanazi, & Rozensky, 2006).  As Web 2.0 is a recent 
technological development, there is little understanding of the ethical and professional impact of 
psychologists’ and psychology doctoral students’ use of Web 2.0.  Currently there is no available 
literature that describes whether a problem with unprofessional online behavior of psychology 
doctoral students exists, or how training programs are handling such problems as they arise. 
 The purpose of the present study is to replicate and extend previous research (Chretien, 
Greysen, Chretien, & Kind, 2009) examining medical school deans’ perception of, and 
experience in dealing with, unprofessional student postings on the internet. The goal of the 
current study is to extend the research to counterparts in APA-accredited doctoral clinical, 
counseling, school and combined professional-scientific psychology programs.  Research has 
shown that unprofessional behavior in medical students is associated with later disciplinary 
action by medical boards (Papadakis, Hodgson, Teherani, & Kohatsu, 2004), which suggests that 
one’s professionalism in graduate training is linked to subsequent professionalism in one’s 
career.  As the digital age has grown, problems with Web 2.0 have become new phenomena in 
professionalism in graduate education.  To date, no research exists regarding the existence of 
unprofessional Web 2.0 use as a disciplinary problem for psychology doctoral programs.  This 
aim of this study is to establish whether or not Web 2.0 postings are a concern for psychology 
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doctoral programs and whether Internet professionalism should be considered in the 
development of professional training programs. 
 In proposing the present study, I will first provide a review of available literature.  This 
will commence with a study of Internet professionalism issues among medical students, which 
the present study has replicated.  The literature review will also include two studies about 
psychologists’ and psychology doctoral students’ use of social networking websites and the 
related ethical concerns.  The literature covered will also explore the lack of formal guidance for 
online ethics, as well as current suggestions for how to resolve ethical dilemmas online. 
Literature Review 
 Chretien et al. (2009) surveyed deans of student affairs at all 130 accredited allopathic 
medical schools in the United States regarding reported incidents of medical students posting 
unprofessional content online as well as current policies and views of medical school leaders 
regarding students’ utilization of Web 2.0.  The survey contained four main categories: school 
and respondent characteristics, incidents of student-posted unprofessional online content, level of 
concern among student affairs deans or proxies, and institutional policies and resources.  
Chretien found that 60% of the 78 respondents cited incidents involving students posting 
unprofessional content, 13% of which involved violations of patient confidentiality in the past 
year.  More common reports included student use of profanity, discriminatory language, pictures 
of intoxication, and sexually suggestive material.  Disciplinary actions involving informal 
warnings were common; however, in three cases, students were formally dismissed.  Of the 
schools reporting incidents, 51% had policies that broadly cover student-posted online content; 
yet, regardless of incidents or current policies, the majority of respondents (81%) believed that 
unprofessional content posted by students could be addressed with existing policies.  The authors 
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established that medical students’ Web 2.0 use has triggered disciplinary actions and policy 
changes.  The primary limitation of the study was that the authors failed to describe the 
“investigator hypothesis” that drove the development of the online survey.  The authors also 
cited the potential of responder bias, and the lack of input from students into the survey 
development, as additional limits. 
 To date, there have been two empirical studies conducted that have looked at the online 
activities of professional psychologists or psychology doctoral students (Lehavot, Powers, & 
Barnett, 2010; Taylor et al., 2010).  Both studies aimed to provide information about the 
prevalence of the use of social networking sites among psychologists or psychology doctoral 
students, as well as the opinions of participants about related ethical concerns.  
To explore psychologists’ and psychology graduate students’ use of social networking 
websites, Taylor et al. (2010) developed a 14-item online survey.  The study included 695 
participants, 91% of whom were students enrolled in doctoral-level psychology training 
programs, with the remainder comprised of APA members and faculty from selected APA-
accredited doctoral programs in clinical and counseling psychology.  The survey assessed 
participants’ current use of social networking websites, attitudes regarding possible online 
activity regulation by the APA, and occurrences of inadvertent online interactions with clients.  
No psychometric properties were provided on the measure.  Of the 695 participants, 77% 
reported maintaining a SNW account, and 85% of that group reported using privacy settings.  
The authors described ethical challenges that may arise online including unintentional self-
disclosure and receiving “friend” requests from clients.  Taylor et al. pointed out several 
important implications related to the fact that early career psychologists and doctoral students 
were much more likely than experienced psychologists to use social networking websites.  One 
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implication is that the psychologists with the least experience are the most likely to encounter 
complex ethical challenges online.  Further, supervisors and professors may have less experience 
with social media and therefore, newer therapists may not be confident in approaching them with 
such concerns.  The authors concluded that for these reasons, younger respondents were more 
prone to endorse APA regulation of online activities.  The authors also highlighted the current 
lack of regulation, the need for related training and the importance of self-monitoring in their 
conclusions.   
Lehavot et al. (2010) conducted an online survey of 302 psychology graduate students to 
gather information that would describe how websites that allow users to post personal 
information may impact professional and therapeutic relationships.  The authors found that 81% 
of students reported having a personal profile, website, or blog online, a substantial portion of 
whom did not report using privacy measures to limit the accessibility of their information.  
Among the students who were also clinicians, 7% reported being informed by a client that he or 
she had obtained information about the student clinician from the Internet, whereas 27% of the 
student clinicians reported seeking out information about a client on the Internet.  The authors 
concluded that factors related to Internet use might impact the therapeutic relationship due to 
unintentional self-disclosure by the clinician or violation of client trust by gathering information 
outside of informed consent.  The authors also provided a list of recommendations for ethical use 
of social networking websites as listed in a previous publishing (Barnett, 2008). 
Psychotherapists and psychology doctoral students seeking additional recommendations 
are likely to stumble across the work of Ofer Zur, PhD.  Zur is a psychologist and the director of 
the Zur Institute and has published more than seven articles since 2008 discussing opinions and 
concerns about the implications of the Internet on psychotherapeutic practice (Zur, 2008a, 
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2008b, 2009, 2010a, 2010b; Zur & Donner, 2009; Zur & Zur, 2011).  He also offers “Digital 
Ethics” training for practitioners, which provides guidelines for how to manage concerns that 
may surface out of online activities, specifically those on social networking websites.  While Zur 
is one of the few experts on the topic, he has not held any positions with the APA nor the Board 
of Psychology in California, where he practices.  Zur’s own website (www.zurinstitute.com) 
does not provide any information about how he received his training in “Digital Ethics” and 
furthermore, none of his published articles include empirical studies.  Ultimately, Zur is 
providing what are likely to be helpful tips to therapists who may not have any other resource in 
navigating the ethics of the Internet.  However, as demonstrated in the previously mentioned 
study conducted by Taylor et al., many therapists desire more official guidelines than those 
provided by Zur, such as regulations from the APA regarding online communication with clients. 
In the meantime, psychology doctoral students and school administrators are required to 
navigate related ethical situations as they would any other ethical concern.  Although online 
circumstances appear much different than those that exist in person, students and administrators 
should be able to apply the same ethical principles to social networking and other online media.  
Jeffery Barnett, PsyD, a member of the American Board of Professional Psychology (ABPP), has 
held multiple positions at the APA including a membership in the Ethics Education Task Force.  
Barnett has recommended the use of ethical decision making models, and consultation of the 
APA code of ethics, to act in an ethical and clinically appropriate manner online (Barnett, 2008).    
APA Ethics Director Stephen Behnke, PhD has also offered some context on the topic 
(Behnke, 2008).  In 2008, the Monitor on Psychology published an Ethics Rounds column 
written by Behnke discussing ethics and the Internet.  In the brief column, Behnke highlighted 
the contrasts between “private” and “professional” as well as “personal” and “work related,” as 
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dictated in the current code of ethics.  Behnke indicated that defining the private and personal 
lives of psychologists is a challenge in our digital age, and that the gap between the public and 
private is ever narrowing.  He also emphasized the importance of generational differences and 
culture when exploring this topic.  However, Behnke did not provide any advice or guidelines to 
practicing psychologists: rather, he established the importance of this topic as part of an ongoing 
discussion.  Two years later in an interview with a staff member from the APA publication 
Monitor on Psychology, Behnke provided specific ideas about what psychologists should be 
considering when using Facebook, Google, Twitter, and blogs (Martin, 2010).  According to 
Behnke, psychologists should be mindful of the information they post online and educate 
themselves on privacy settings and the way social media functions.  He specifically stated that 
clinicians should not be searching clients on the Internet purely to satisfy a curiosity; however, 
he implied that there might be other clinically appropriate reasons to conduct an Internet search 
of a client.  Behnke made clear that the next draft of the APA Code of Ethics will address issues 
related to social media and that APA is still in the process of defining questions and concerns 
about ethical online behavior.   
By providing more specific details about problems that currently exist with the online 
behavior of psychology doctoral students, this present study could aid in defining what questions 
and concerns the use of social media might generate for the profession.  Additionally, this study 
will examine the level of concern that graduate school administrators have about problems 
related to Web 2.0 postings by students and the degree to which APA-accredited programs 
address online behavior in professionalism policies.  The data from this study could inform 
future directions in regulation of online behavior both in professional training, and ethical 
guidance. 
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Hypotheses 
The principal goal of this study was to examine the frequency of problematic Web 2.0 
use by psychology doctoral students as experienced by training directors of psychology doctoral 
programs, as well as the frequency of disciplinary actions taken by psychology doctoral program 
administrators related to online activities of psychology doctoral students.  The primary 
hypothesis of this study was that administrators of psychology doctoral programs are 
experiencing problems with students posting unprofessional content online.  This study 
examined the frequency of psychology doctoral programs that specifically address social media 
in their professionalism policies.  This study compared responses of programs that have 
experienced incidents of unprofessional online postings by students with those programs that 
have not.    Specifically, this study analyzed how incidences of such problems relate to the level 
of concern expressed by psychology doctoral program administrators regarding students’ Web 
2.0 use.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis stated that respondents from psychology doctoral 
programs that have experienced problems with students’ online behavior would have had a 
greater level of concern about students’ Web 2.0 use.  An additional alternative hypothesis was 
that psychology doctoral programs that have experienced problems with students’ use of Web. 
2.0 would have been more likely to have specific guidelines about social media in their 
professionalism policies. 
Method 
Participants 
The population targeted for this study was training directors, or their counterparts, at 
APA-accredited psychology doctoral programs in the United States and Canada.  Training 
directors were considered to be the best fit for this study as they were hypothesized to be the 
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faculty members most involved in student professionalism concerns.  However, many programs’ 
web sites did not list a training director, in which case another faculty member was contacted, 
such as a program chair.  Training directors, or their counterparts, at almost all 371 APA-
accredited doctoral programs in clinical psychology, counseling psychology, school psychology 
and combined professional-scientific psychology were contacted to complete the survey.  
Attempts were made to contact a director at each program; however six of the programs were not 
surveyed due to either the researcher’s inability to locate an appropriate email address, or the 
status change of a program to inactive.  Therefore, 365 schools were contacted.  A total of 134 
schools (36.7%) responded to the survey, although a majority did not complete every item on the 
survey. 
Although the participation request specifically stated that the researchers intended for a 
training director to complete the survey, many of the respondents were graduate students. Of the 
85 respondents who reported their title within their institution, 31 (57.4%) marked their title as 
“other,” all of who wrote that they were graduate students, except one, who reported being 
department head.  See Table 1 for a display of the school and respondent characteristics for those 
who responded to the items aimed at gathering that data. 
A total of 91 respondents reported which field of psychology degree was offered by their 
program: there were 61 (67%) clinical psychology programs, 12 (13.2%) counseling psychology 
programs, 8 (8.8%) school psychology programs, and 3 (3.3%) combined professional-scientific 
psychology programs.  Seven (7.7%) respondents reported “other” as their program area.  Those 
who marked “other” for the item wrote in responses that included clinical and counseling 
psychology (1); counseling and school psychology (1); clinical, school, experimental and 
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developmental psychology (1); social psychology (1); and clinical and experimental psychology 
(3).   
An overwhelming majority of respondents were daily users of computers; of the 89 who 
responded to the item 88 (98.9%) reported using computers daily for email and other 
communication and 71 (79.8%) reported using computers daily for web surfing.  Less 
respondents reported using computers daily for social networking; 35 (39.3%) reported daily use 
for social networking, 14 (15.7%) reported weekly use for social networking, 2 (2.2%) reported 
monthly use for social networking, 2 (2.2%) reported rarely using computers for social 
networking, and none reported never using computers for social networking. 
Research Design and Procedure 
 A proposal to conduct research was submitted to the Pacific University’s Institutional 
Review Board (IRB) in September 2010.  Following minor editing made in compliance with 
comments from the IRB, the proposal was approved in January 2011, at which point data 
collection began.  Emails were sent from the primary investigator to contact persons at all APA 
accredited doctoral programs requesting participation in the study (see Appendix A).  Follow up 
reminders were sent to each of the same contact persons within 3 weeks of the initial email 
request (see Appendix B). 
Measure and Variables 
 The survey used for this study was adapted from the survey used in the Chretien et al. 
(2009) study on medical school deans (see Appendix C). Permission was obtained from the 
original author of the survey to replicate the survey for use in the present study.  The following 
modifications were made to the original survey, with permission by the original author, to adapt 
it for psychology programs.  The word “medical” was removed from one item and “medical 
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Table 1.     
School and Respondent Characteristics 
Survey Item and Response Category 
Number of Respondents per 
Category (%) 
Entering class of respondent's school (n=91 respondents)   
 ≤10 58 (64) 
 11 to 20 19 (21) 
 21 to 40 10 (11) 
 40 to 60 4 (4) 
 ≥61 0 (0) 
Setting of respondent's school (n=88 respondents)  
 Urban 53 (60) 
 Community/Rural 35 (40) 
Type of degree offered by respondent's program (n=90 respondents) 
  
  
 Ph.D. 71 (79) 
 Psy.D. 19 (21) 
 Ed.D 0 (0) 
 Psy.S 0 (0) 
 Other 0 (0) 
Use blogs and/or social networking for educational purposes at 
respondent's school (n=106 respondents) 
  
  
 Yes 56 (53) 
 No or Not Sure 50 (47) 
Respondent's estimate of students who post online content in some form 
(n=106 respondents) 
  
  
 0-25% 2 (2) 
 26-50% 0 (0) 
 51-75% 11 (10) 
 76-90% 29 (27) 
 >90% 55 (52) 
 Cannot guess 9 (8) 
Respondent age, y (n=89 respondents)   
 <40 41 (46) 
 40-50 17 (19) 
 51-60 20 (23) 
 61-70 11 (12) 
 71-80 0 (0) 
 >80 0 (0) 
Respondent gender (n=88 respondents)   
 Male 31 (35) 
 Female 57 (65) 
Respondent title within the institution (n=85 respondents)   
 Dean 1 (1) 
 Training Director 24 (28) 
 Program Director or Chair 24 (28) 
 Director of Academic Affairs 1 (1) 
 Professor 4 (5) 
  Other 31 (36) 
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students” was changed to “psychology doctoral students.”  The term “resident or fellow” was 
changed to “intern” and the term “patient” was changed to “client.”  The term “conflicts of 
interest” in the original study was changed to “multiple relationships” and an example was given 
to illustrate “for example, student therapists being ‘friends’ with clients on Facebook.”  An item 
was added to describe “issues of affiliation” which was included in the original study but the 
present investigators had concern that the concept of affiliation issues may not be obvious to 
respondents.  The number ranges in the response options of the item addressing the number of 
students enrolled in the program were lowered to better reflect the number of students that are 
likely to be in graduate programs in psychology.  Two items were added to assess the type of 
degree offered (e.g., Ph.D. or Psy.D.) and the type of program available (e.g., clinical or 
counseling) at the respondents’ institutions.  Additionally an item was added to inquire about the 
respondents’ titles at their institutions.  The response option of “hospital administration” was 
removed from the item asking who is involved with a committee or task force addressing 
student-posted online content at the respondents’ institution.  Finally the response options “pre-
clinical urban” and “pre-clinical rural” were removed from the item addressing the setting of the 
respondents’ campuses.  The original survey, based on existing literature and investigator 
hypothesis, underwent trial testing for clarity and quality; however, psychometric properties 
were never established (Chretien et al., 2009).  Despite the lack of established psychometric 
properties I decided to use the Chretien et al. (2009) survey as no other validated measures of 
school administrators perceptions of student-posted unprofessional content online currently exist.   
 The survey had four main categories: school and respondent characteristics, incidents of 
student-posted unprofessional online content, level of concern among training directors or 
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proxies, and institutional policies and resources.  In accordance with the topic, the study took 
place online, via Survey Monkey (www.surveymonkey.com).  
 The survey variables included categorical, Likert-type scale, and open-ended response 
options.  The survey category on school and respondent characteristics gathered information 
about the type and size of the program, the setting (urban or rural), and the amount of use of Web 
2.0 for educational purposes.  This section also assessed the respondent’s gender, age, and degree 
of computer use, as well as their perception of the amount of students in their program who use 
Web 2.0. 
 To gather information about incidents of unprofessional Web 2.0 postings by students, 
one item addressed whether respondents were aware of any incidents at their school in which 
students posted unprofessional content online.  This item also included provided examples of 
unprofessional postings, which were: violations of patient privacy, use of profanity, use of 
frankly discriminatory language, depicted intoxication, being sexually suggestive, participating 
in multiple relationships, or speaking about the profession or patients in a negative tone.  If a 
respondent answered yes to this item then they received additional survey questions about the 
number of incidents in the past year, the type of unprofessional issue involved, how they became 
aware of the concern, and what, if any, disciplinary actions were taken.  Respondents were asked 
to include further information about the type of violation and the disciplinary actions taken in 
open-response text boxes.  Next, respondents were asked about their awareness of any incidents 
of unprofessional online postings at other schools.   
 To assess for respondents’ level of concern about unprofessional Web 2.0 postings by 
doctoral students, an item was included asking respondents to rate their concern on a 5-point 
Likert-type scale.   Finally, the survey inquired about the current professionalism policies of the 
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program that each respondent was representing, and whether the policies specifically address 
student use of the Internet and social media.  The survey also assessed whether respondents’ 
programs were creating new professionalism policies to address Internet use, and whether the 
respondents thought their current policies were adequate in covering the topic.  Respondents 
were also asked whether their programs have a committees or task forces designated to address 
student use of Web 2.0.   
Statistical Analyses 
 Simple frequency analysis was used to examine respondent characteristics and responses 
to survey questions.  Additionally a χ2 statistic was used to compare responses between 
respondents that reported incidents of unprofessional online posts and respondents that did not.  
The authors of the original study calculated P values using Monte Carlo simulation with 2000 
replicates to account for small cell sizes (Chretien, et al.,  2009).  Therefore, the Monte Carlo 
simulation was also used to calculate P values in this study (P = .05; 2-sided for significance).  
Analysis was performed with SPSS statistical software, version 19.0 (International Business 
Machines, IBM [http://www.spss.com/]), using the chi-square test function for the χ2 calculations 
(SPSS Inc., 2010).  
Results  
Incidents of Student-Posted Unprofessional Online Content 
  A total of 126 respondents answered the item asking if they were aware of any 
incidents of students in their program posting unprofessional content online; 55(43.7%) 
answered “yes,” indicating they were aware of such an incident and 71(56.3%) answered “no or 
not sure” to the item.  See Table 2 for information about select survey items. 
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Table 2. 
Selected Survey Responses 
Survey Questions 
Number per Category/Total 
Number of Respondents (%) 
Yes No or Not Sure 
Are you aware of any incidents at your school in which psychology 
doctoral students have posted unprofessional content online? 
55/126 (44) 71/126 (56.3%) 
Did any of these incidents in the past year involve violations of 
patient confidentiality?a 
1/40 (3) 39/40 (97.5%) 
Did any of these incidents in the past year involve multiple 
relationships, for example friending clients on Facebook?a 
2/40 (5) 38/40 (95.0%) 
Did any of these incidents involve issues of affiliation such as mis-
representation or defamation of your institution or the profession at 
large?a 
13/40 (33) 27/40 (67.5%) 
Did any of these incidents involve content that fits into the following 
categories?a  
 Profanity 24/39 (62) 15/39 (38) 
 Discriminatory language 9/39 (23) 30/39 (77) 
 Depicted intoxication 30/39 (77) 9/39 (23) 
 Sexually suggestive 22/39 (56) 17/39 (44) 
Do your school's current professionalism policies cover student-
posted online content? 
36/107 (34) 71/107 (66) 
Does your school's policy specifically address issues of Internet use 
such as blogs and social networking sites?b 
23/38 (61) 15/38 (39) 
Given your existing policies, do you feel you are able to effectively 
deal with unprofessional student posted online content? 
66/104 (63) 38/104 (37) 
Is there a committee or task force at your school that is responsible 
for addressing student-posted online content? 
7/106 (7) 99/106 (93) 
Are you aware of any incidents at other schools in which 
psychology doctoral students posted unprofessional content online? 
19/108 (18) 89/108 (82) 
aAnswered if the response was yes to "Are you aware of any incidents at your school in which psychology doctoral students have posted 
unprofessional content online?" 
bAnswered if the response was yes to "Do your school's current professionalism policies cover student-posted online content?" 
  
 Of those who responded in the affirmative, 40 provided answers to the item asking how 
many incidents had come to their attention of the past year, and 5 (12.5%) reported having no 
incidents that they were aware of, 21 (52.5%) reported having less than five incidents, 2 (5.0%) 
reported having five to 15 incidents, 6 (15.0%) reported having more than 15 incidents, and 6  
(15.0%) reported having some incidents but that they could not guess how many.  Of those 
respondents who reported having been aware of incidents of unprofessional online postings by 
students at their school, 40 provided answers to items 3-6, which asked specific information 
about the type incidents of unprofessional Web 2.0 postings (see Table 3). 
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Table 3 
Incidents of Unprofessional Web 2.0 Postings 
  None Less than 5 5 to 15 
More than 
15 
Some, but 
cannot guess 
how many 
Response 
Rate 
Client Confidentiality 
39 
(98%) 1 (3%) 0 0 0 40 
Multiple Relationships 
38 
(95%) 2 (5%) 0 0 0 40 
Misrepresentation 
27 
(68%) 8 (20%) 2 (5%) 0 3 (8%) 40 
Profanity 
15 
(39%) 13 (33%) 2 (5%) 7 (18%) 2 (5%) 39 
Discriminatory Language 
30 
(77%) 7 (18%) 1 (3%) 1 (3%) 0 39 
Depicted Intoxication 
9 
(24%) 13 (34%) 7 (18%) 7 (18%) 2 (5%) 38 
Sexually Suggestive 
Material 
17 
(44%) 16 (41%) 5 (13%) 0 1 (3%) 39 
Bolded items are those that were the most frequent for each category. 
 
 A total of 38 respondents provided answers to the question asking how the information 
about student-posted unprofessional content online came to their attention: 10(26.3%) replied 
that the information was reported by a trainee, such as a student or intern; 3(7.9%) replied that 
the information was reported by faculty; 1(2.6%) replied that the information was reported by  
non-faculty staff; 0 replied that the information was reported by a client or client family member; 
and 27(71.1%) replied “other.”  All of those who replied other wrote in some sort of response 
indicating that the respondent viewed the unprofessional content online themselves.  A total of 
39 respondents provided answers to the question asking what if any disciplinary action had been 
taken; 12(30.8%) reported that incidents occurred but no disciplinary action was taken, 
12(30.8%) reported informal warnings of verbal or written communication, 4(10.3%) reported 
formal disciplinary meetings, zero reported temporary suspension, 2(5.1%) reported dismissal, 
10(25.6%) reported not knowing, and 9(23.1%) reported “other.”  Of the nine respondents who 
reported “other,” five wrote that no actions were taken, one stated that their institution is 
developing a policy with consequences for next year, one stated that the action was “general 
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education to all students regarding social network postings,” one stated that the student was 
dismissed from a paid clinical placement, and one stated that the student withdrew after the 
incident.  Please see Table 4 for rankings of level of concern for specific types of unprofessional 
student-posted online content. 
Table 4 
Levels of Concern About Unprofessional Student-Posted Content Online 
 
1 (Not 
concerned 
at all) 2 
3 
(Moderately 
cocerned) 4 
5 (Very 
concerned) 
Response 
Rate 
Client Confidentiality 37 (35%) 15 (14%) 9 (8%) 10 (9%) 36 (34%) 107 
Multiple Relationships 30 (28%) 26 (25%) 16 (15%) 18 (17%) 16 (15%) 106 
Profanity 40 (38%) 35 (33%) 11 (10%) 11 (10%) 9 (8%) 106 
Discriminatory Language 34 (32%) 14 (13%) 17 (16%) 21 (20%) 21 (20%) 107 
Depicted Intoxication 22 (21%) 26 (24%) 21 (20%) 23 (22%) 14 (14%) 107 
Sexually Suggestive 
Material 23 (22%) 26 (25%) 23 (22%) 19 (18%) 15 (14%) 106 
Affiliation with my school 36 (34%) 23 (22%) 19 (18%) 16 (15%) 13 (12%) 107 
Affiliation with profession  32 (30%) 19 (18%) 25 (23%) 18 (17%) 13 (12%) 107 
Bolded items are those that were the most frequent for each category. 
 
Institutional Policies and Resources 
 A total of 107 respondents answered the question asking if their school’s current 
professionalism policies cover student-posted online content: 36(33.6%) replied “yes” and 
71(66.4%) replied “no or not sure.”  Of the 38 respondents who replied to the item asking if their 
school’s policy specifically addresses issues of Internet use such as blogs and social networking 
sites 23 (60.5%) replied “yes” and 15(39.5%) replied “no or not sure.”  A total of 84 respondents 
answered the item asking if their school was currently developing policy to cover student-posted 
online content: 11(13.1%) replied “yes, currently developing new policy or revising existing 
policy;” 13(15.5%) replied “no, but planning to revise or create new policy in the future;” 
12(14.3%) replied “no, do not feel revisions or new policy are necessary;” and 48(57.1%) replied 
“not sure.” A total of 104 respondents answered the question asking if they felt they could 
effectively deal with unprofessional Web 2.0 posts given their school’s existing policies: 
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66(63.5%) replied “yes” and 38(36.5%) replied “no.”  A total of 106 respondents answered the 
question asking if there was a committee or task force responsible for addressing student-posted 
online content at their school: 7(6.6%) replied “yes” and 99(93.4%) replied “no or not sure.”  A 
total of 57 respondents provided answers to the question asking who is involved in the 
committee or task force responsible for addressing student-posted online content; 1(1.8%) 
reported the dean’s office was involved, 13(22.8%) reported faculty, 4(7.0%) reported students, 
2(3.5%) reported legal department, zero reported ethics or public relations department, 
43(75.4%) reported they were not sure who was involved, and 5(8.8%) reported “other.”  Of 
those who reported “other” one reported clinical faculty, one reported director of graduate 
program, one reported program oversight committee, one reported the counseling psychology 
program was involved, and one reported, “We have a statement requesting that any public 
comments be made in a professional manner in keeping with the psychology ethics code. 
 A total of 106 respondents provided answers to the item asking what percentage of 
students in their program they believed post content online in some form, not just unprofessional 
content.  Of the 106, 2(1.9%) reported 0-25%, 0(0.0%) reported 26-50%, 11(10.4%) reported 50-
75%, 29(27.4%) reported 76-90%, 55(51.9%) reported more than 90%, and 9(8.5%) reported 
that they could not guess.  A total of 106 respondents answered the item asking if their school 
uses Web 2.0 for educational purposes; 56(52.8%) reported yes and 50(47.2%) reported no. 
Comparison of Schools With and Without Incidents 
 Respondents that that reported incidents of unprofessional online postings by students 
were significantly more likely to report having a professionalism policy that covers student-
posted online content than the respondents that did not report incidents (40% vs. 30%; p < .001).  
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See Table 5 for a display of the comparisons between respondents that did report incidents of 
unprofessional postings by students and respondents that did not. 
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Table 5 
Comparison of Schools With and Without Reported Incidentsa 
  
Number of 
Respondents (%)  
 
With 
Reported 
Incidents 
Without 
Reported 
Incidents 
P 
Valueb 
Do your school's current professionalism policies cover SPOC (n = 107)       
 Yes 16 (40) 20 (30) 
p < .001  No or Not Sure 24 (60) 47 (70) 
 NR 15 4 
If yes, does your school's policy specifically address issues of Internet use 
such as blogs and social networking sites (n = 38)    
 Yes 12 (70) 11 (52) 
p = .001  No or Not Sure 5 (30) 10 (48) 
 NR 38 50 
Are you able to effectively deal with unprofessional SPOC (n = 104)    
 Yes 21 (57) 45 (67) 
p < .001  No or Not Sure 16 (43) 22 (33) 
 NR 18 4 
Is there a committee or task force at your school responsible for addressing 
SPOC (n = 106)    
 Yes 3 (8) 4 (6) 
p < .001  No or Not Sure 35 (92) 64 (94) 
 NR 17 3 
Rate your overall level of concern about unprofessional SPOC (n = 108)   
p < .001 
 1 (Not concerned at all) 9 (23) 10 (15) 
 2 11 (28) 17 (25) 
 3 (Moderately concerned) 15 (38) 24 (35) 
 4 1 (3) 13 (19) 
 5 (Very concerned) 4 (10) 4 (6) 
 NR 15 3 
How many psychology doctoral students are in your entering class (n = 91)   
p < .001 
 ≤ 10 12 (41) 46 (74) 
 11 to 20 8 (28) 11 (18) 
 21 to 40 7 (24) 3 (5) 
 41 to 60 2 (7) 2 (3) 
 NR 26 9 
What type of psychology doctoral degree does your school offer (n = 90)   
p < .001  Ph.D. 19 (66) 52 (85)  Psy.D. 10 (34) 9 (15) 
 NR 26 10 
What type of psychology doctoral program does your school offer (n = 91)   
p < .001 
 Clinical Psychology 21 (72) 40 (65) 
 Counseling Psychology 2 (7) 10 (16) 
 School Psychology 0 (0) 8 (13) 
 Combined Professional-Scientific 1 (4) 2 (3) 
 Other 5 (17) 2 (3) 
  NR 26 9 
Abbreviations:  SPOC, student-posted online content. NR, nonresponse. 
bP values are for differences between schools with and without reported incidents among schools responding to the question 
(i.e., the NR category is not included in the comparisons). 
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DISCUSSION 
 Less than half of the respondents reported experiencing incidents of unprofessional Web 
2.0 postings by students, and the majority of those who did experience incidents reported that 
less than five incidents came to their attention over the past year.  Most respondents who 
reported the type of incident cited depicted intoxication, profanity, or sexually suggestive 
material.  Yet, one respondent reported an incident of a breach of client confidentiality, two 
respondents reported incidents of multiple relationships, and 13 respondents reported incidents of 
misrepresentation of the school or profession at large.  Examples of open-ended responses 
included the following: 
“We had an issue more than one year ago of a student who made negative comments 
about her placement supervisor on facebook.  Of course, her placement supervisor found 
out and fired her.” 
“Pictures of students partying with alcohol in pictures, suggestion to drink heavily before 
practice administration of WAIS.” 
“Student posting S&M pictures as their profile picture. Student complaining about their 
advisor and the program via a wall post on Facebook.” 
“Beer Pong tournament.  Profanity drawn onto an individual.  Beer in hand.  ‘dirty’ 
dancing  Inappropiate [sic] relationship [sic] between TA and student” 
“There have been several pictures on facebook of intoxicated students, at times wearing 
the school's logo, etc.” 
 Respondents who reported incidents of unprofessional Web 2.0 postings by students were 
more likely to come from schools that have a professionalism policy that covers student-posted 
online content and specific issues of social networking.  However, respondents who reported 
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incidents were less likely to report feeling effectively able to deal with unprofessional postings 
by students.  Further, respondents who reported incidents of unprofessional postings by students 
were more likely to come from Ph.D. programs over Psy.D programs, to come from clinical 
psychology programs over counseling psychology or other programs, and to come from 
programs with a moderate size of entering class (11-40 students) rather than a small or large 
entering class. 
 The findings in this study were consistent with previous literature examining 
psychologists and psychology doctoral students use of Web 2.0.  This study corroborated those 
findings that psychology doctoral students regularly use social networking websites and other 
forms of Web 2.0.   The findings in this study were also in part consistent with the findings in the 
study with medical schools when comparing responses of respondents who had reported 
incidents and those who had not (Chretien et al., 2009).  In both studies, respondents reporting 
incidents were more likely to come from schools with professionalism policies that cover 
student-posted content online.  However there was one difference in the comparisons: 
respondents who reported incidents in the study by Chretien et al. were more likely to report 
feeling able to effectively deal with unprofessional posts by students, whereas in this study 
respondents who reported incidents were less likely to report feeling effectively able to deal with 
unprofessional posts by students.  A larger inconsistency between the two studies is that the 
frequency of unprofessional online postings reported by respondents in this study was lower than 
the study conducted with medical schools.  Chretien and colleagues (2009) found that 60% of 
medical schools had experienced incidents with unprofessional postings by students, 13% of 
which had involved violations of patient confidentiality in the past year.  This study found that 
43.7% of psychology doctoral programs had experienced such incidents, 2.5% of which had 
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involved violations of patient confidentiality in the past year.  This difference in findings could 
be attributed to an actual difference in frequency of unprofessional postings of psychology 
doctoral students as compared to medical students.  However, without further investigation, that 
inference cannot be drawn conclusively.  
 There were several limitations to this study, including the fact that many respondents 
were graduate students rather than the intended population of training directors or administrators, 
a possibility of responder bias, a lack of information about validity and reliability of the measure, 
and the inability to denote causality.  The primary limitation of this study was that a modest 
percentage of the respondents reported themselves to be graduate students rather than training 
directors or other administrators.  This complicates findings because the intention of the study 
was to examine psychology doctoral school directors’ perception of unprofessional Web 2.0 use 
by students.  Further, several respondents reported finding the unprofessional post online 
themselves, which is likely due to the fact that graduate students are often friends with one 
another on Facebook.  It is possible that some of the unprofessional postings reported by 
respondents never came to the attention of school administrators. To address this limitation, 
future research could examine the difference in psychology doctoral administrators’ and 
psychology doctoral students’ perceptions of problematic Web 2.0 use.   
 Additional limitations to this study are similar to those limitations of the study conducted 
by Chretien and colleagues who discussed a possibility of responder bias for their study (2009).  
For example, persons from schools that have experienced incidents of unprofessional online 
postings by students might be more likely to respond to the survey.  However, as the frequency 
of respondents who did not report incidents of unprofessional online postings by students was 
higher than those who did, such a responder bias seems less likely in this study.  Also similar to 
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the study conducted with medical schools, the survey used in the study presented limitations as it 
was developed based on very little literature and without input from students.  Future researchers 
could consider developing and validating a measure of Internet professionalism based on input 
from both students and administrators.  Furthermore, the survey lacked specific questions about 
schools’ professionalism policies.  Looking forward, additional research should be put forth to 
examine existing professionalism policies of psychology doctoral program as applicable to 
Internet use.  In doing so, future research could be aimed at developing models of Internet 
professionalism to be implemented in both coursework and policies of psychology doctoral 
programs.  After the development of initial models of Internet professionalism, future research 
could also examine the efficacy of implementing such models and their impact on student Web 
2.0.  Finally, because of the cross-sectional nature of this study, it should be noted that the 
findings do not demonstrate causality.  Even though this study found a relationship between 
whether or not schools reported incidents of unprofessional online postings by students and 
many other variables, an inference of causality between the variables cannot be made because 
they were all measured at the same time.  Future research could consider investigating the cause-
and-effect of the implementation of professionalism programs and policies in psychology 
doctoral programs nationwide. 
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Appendix A 
Hello, 
 
You are receiving this email because you are either the director of an APA accredited doctoral 
training program in psychology, or are an associated contact person. I would greatly appreciate if 
you would consider participation in this study for research for my Master’s thesis. 
 
I am conducting a brief online survey (approximately 5-10 minutes) about psychology doctoral 
student professionalism and the Internet.  The purpose of the present study is to replicate 
previous research (Chretien, Greysen, Chretien, & Kind, 2009) examining medical school dean’s 
perception of, and experience in dealing with, unprofessional student postings on the internet. 
The goal of the current study is to extend the research to counterparts in APA accredited doctoral 
clinical, counseling, school and combined professional-scientific psychology programs. The 
results of this study will be used to assess the experience of APA accredited psychology doctoral 
programs with online posting of unprofessional content by students and existing school policies 
to address online posting. 
 
Should you choose to participate in this research, you will not be asked for your name or any 
other information related to your personal identity.  Your responses will be confidential and your 
participation is voluntary. Anonymity is not possible due to collection of IP addresses to prevent 
duplicate responses; however, confidentiality will be maintained and IP addresses will be deleted 
after any necessary de-duplication of responses.  Your decision whether or not to participate will 
not affect your current or future relations with Pacific University. If you decide to participate, 
you are free to not answer any question or withdraw at any time without prejudice or negative 
consequences. This project stands to benefit the scientific community as there are no studies to 
date that have examined psychology doctoral students’ unprofessional online behavior.  There 
are no foreseeable risks involved in your participation.  The project has been approved by the 
Pacific University IRB and will be completed by July 2011. 
 
The researcher will be happy to answer any questions you may have at any time during the 
course of the study. Complete contact information for the researchers is noted on the first page of 
this form. If the study in question is a student project, please contact the faculty advisor. If you 
are not satisfied with the answers you receive, please call Pacific University’s Institutional 
Review Board, at (503) 352 – 1478 to discuss your questions or concerns further. All concerns 
and questions will be kept in confidence.  
 
Please feel free print a copy of the above pages for your records. 
 
The survey is being hosted on a private website (www.surveymonkey.com) and can be accessed 
at the link below, or by copying and pasting the URL into your computer's web browser:  
www.surveymonkey.com/s/internetprofessionalism 
 
Thank you very much for your interest and participation in this research. 
Leah R. Kamin, BS  
Principal Investigator 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Clinical Psychology Program, School of Professional Psychology 
Pacific University 
leahkamin@pacificu.edu  
 
Catherine Miller, Ph.D. 
Assistant Dean, Clinical Psychology Program, School of Professional Psychology 
HPC/Pacific University, 190 SE 8th Avenue, Suite 260, Hillsboro OR 97123 
   
  
  31 
Appendix B 
 
Hello, 
 
This is a friendly reminder that you can still participate in my study if you have not already done 
so.  If you have already completed the survey, please disregard this email.  Thank you for your 
participation.  Please let me know if you have any questions or comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
Leah Kamin 
 
 
  
 
   
  
  32 
Appendix C 
 
Online posting of unprofessional content by psychology doctoral students. 
Leah Kamin, leahkamin@pacificu.edu 
Pacific University, School of Professional Psychology, Hillsboro, OR 97123 
 
Thank you for participating in our study on psychology doctoral student professionalism and the 
internet. We are interested in your experiences with students posting content online in 
PUBLICALLY-ACCESSIBLE forums. This includes participation in "blogs" or online journals, 
YouTube, wikis, and social networking sites (websites which facilitate social interaction such as 
Facebook, MySpace, Match.Com, Twitter).   
  
The purpose of the present study is to replicate previous research (Chretien, Greysen, Chretien, 
& Kind, 2009) examining medical school deans’ perception of, and experience in dealing with, 
unprofessional student postings on the internet. The goal of the current study is to extend the 
research to counterparts in APA acronym accredited doctoral clinical, counseling, school and 
combined professional-scientific psychology programs. The results of this study will be used to 
assess the experience of APA accredited psychology doctoral programs with online posting of 
unprofessional content by students and existing school policies to address online posting. 
 
Should you choose to participate in this research, you will not be asked for your name or any 
other information related to your personal identity.  Your responses will be confidential and your 
participation is voluntary. Anonymity is not possible due to collection of IP addresses to prevent 
duplicate responses; however, confidentiality will be maintained and IP addresses will be deleted 
after any necessary de-duplication of responses.  Your decision whether or not to participate will 
not affect your current or future relations with Pacific University. If you decide to participate, 
you are free to not answer any question or withdraw at any time without prejudice or negative 
consequences. This project stands to benefit the scientific community as there are no studies to 
date that have examined psychology doctoral students’ unprofessional online behavior.  There 
are no foreseeable risks involved in your participation.  The project has been approved by the 
Pacific University IRB and will be completed by July 2011. 
 
The researcher will be happy to answer any questions you may have at any time during the 
course of the study. Complete contact information for the researchers is noted on the first page of 
this form. If the study in question is a student project, please contact the faculty advisor. If you 
are not satisfied with the answers you receive, please call Pacific University’s Institutional 
Review Board, at (503) 352 – 1478 to discuss your questions or concerns further. All concerns 
and questions will be kept in confidence.  
 
Please feel free print a copy of the above pages for your records. 
 
Data will be confidential and reported in aggregate form. The survey should take 5-10 minutes to 
complete.  
 
Yes No 
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   I am 18 years of age or over. 
   All my questions have been answered.  
   I have read and understand the description of my participation duties 
   I have been offered a copy of this form to keep for my records. 
   I agree to participate in this study and understand that I may withdraw at any time without consequence  
By clicking "next" below, your consent to participate in the study will be implied. 
 
<NEXT> 
 
 
2.  Please respond to this and all survey questions ONLY regarding the APA-accredited 
doctoral program at your school.  If your school has more than one such program in which 
you oversee (i.e., a clinical program and a counseling program), please select ONLY ONE 
and answer all questions about that specific doctoral program. 
 
Are you aware of any incidents AT YOUR SCHOOL in which psychology doctoral 
students have posted unprofessional content online?  
  
Examples include violations of patient privacy, use of profanity, frankly discriminatory 
language, depicted intoxication, being sexually suggestive, multiple relationships, or 
speaking about the profession or patients in a negative tone.  
○   Yes  
○   No or Not Sure  
  
3.  How many total incidents have come to your attention IN THE PAST YEAR?  
○   None  
○   <5  
○   5-15  
○   >15  
○   Some, but cannot guess how many  
  
4. Did any of these incidents in the past year involve violations of patient confidentiality? If 
so, how many?  
○   None  
○   <5  
○   5-15  
○   >15  
○   Some, but cannot guess how many  
 
5. Did any of these incidents in the past year involve multiple relationships – for example, 
student therapists being “friends” with clients on Facebook?  If so, how many? 
○   None 
○   <5  
○   5-15  
○   >15  
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○   Some, but cannot guess how many 
6.  Did any of these incidents in the past year involve issues of affiliation such as mis-
representation or defamation of your institution or the profession at large?  If so, how 
many? 
○   None 
○   <5  
○   5-15  
○   >15  
○   Some, but cannot guess how many 
 
 
7. Did any of these incidents involve content that fits into the following categories?  
  None <5 5 -- 15 >15 
Some, but 
cannot guess 
how many 
Profanity ° ° ° ° ° 
Discriminatory 
language ° ° ° ° ° 
Depicted 
intoxication ° ° ° ° ° 
Sexually 
suggestive ° ° ° ° ° 
 
8. Please give an example of any incident you can recall:  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 9. How did unprofessional student-posted online content come to your attention?  
Choose all that apply:  
○   Reported by trainee (student, intern)  
○   Reported by faculty  
○   Reported by non-faculty staff  
○   Reported by client or client family member  
○   Other (please specify)  
       
 
 
 
10. Have any disciplinary actions been taken because of unprofessional student-posted 
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online content at your school?  
Choose all that apply:  
○    Incidents occurred but no actions taken  
○    Informal warning (verbal or written communication)  
○    Formal disciplinary meeting  
○    Temporary suspension  
○    Dismissal  
○    Don't know  
○   Other (please specify)  
 
 
 
 
11. Are you aware of any incidents AT OTHER SCHOOLS in which psychology doctoral 
students posted unprofessional content online?  
○    Yes  
○    No  
○    Not Sure  
  
12. Please give an example of any incident AT ANOTHER SCHOOL you can recall:  
  
 
13. Please rate your OVERALL level of concern about unprofessional student-posted 
online content:  
○   1 (Not concerned at all)  
○   2  
○   3 (Moderately concerned)  
○   4  
○   5 (Very concerned)  
 
14. Please rate your level of concern about SPECIFIC unprofessional student-posted online  
content:   
 
  
1                     
(Not 
concerned at 
all) 
2 
3            
(Moderately 
concerned) 
4 
5                  
(Very 
concerned) 
Patient 
confidentiality ° ° ° ° ° 
Multiple 
Relationships ° ° ° ° ° 
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Profanity ° ° ° ° ° 
Frankly 
discriminatory 
language 
° ° ° ° ° 
Depicted 
intoxication ° ° ° ° ° 
Sexually 
suggestive 
material 
° ° ° ° ° 
Affiliation 
with my school ° ° ° ° ° 
Affiliation 
with 
profession at 
large 
° ° ° ° ° 
 
Other (please specify issue and level of concern from 1-5):  
  
 
15. Do your school's current professionalism policies cover student-posted online content?  
○    Yes  
○    No or Not Sure 
  
  
16. Does your school's policy SPECIFICALLY address issues of Internet use such as blogs 
and social networking sites?  
○    Yes  
○    No or Not Sure  
  
17. Is your school currently developing policy to cover student-posted online content?  
○    Yes, currently developing new policy or revising existing policy  
○    No, but planning to revise or create new policy in future  
○    No, do not feel revisions or new policy necessary  
○    Not sure  
  
18. Given your existing policies, do you feel you are able to effectively deal with 
unprofessional student-posted online content?  
○    Yes  
○    No  
  
19. Is there a committee or task force at your school that is responsible for addressing 
student-posted online content?  
○    Yes  
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○    No or Not Sure 
 
20. Who is involved? Choose all that apply:  
○    Deans Office  
○    Faculty (non-Dean)  
○    Students  
○    Legal Department  
○    Ethics Department  
○    Public Relations Department  
○    Not sure 
○   Other (please specify)  
 
 
 
 
21. What percentage of students at your school do you believe post online content in some  
form (blogs, social networking sites, wikis, etc?)   
  
Note: this question refers to ANY posting, not just unprofessional content.   
○    0-25%  
○    26-50%  
○    51-75%  
○    76-90%  
○    >90%  
○    Cannot guess 
 
22. Does your school use Social Networking Sites, Blogs, Wikis, etc for educational 
purpose?  
○    Yes  
○    No or Not Sure 
 
23. How many psychology doctoral students are in your entering class this year?  
○    ≤ 10  
○    11-20 
○    21-40  
○    41-60  
○    ≥ 61 
 
24.  What type of psychology doctoral degree does your school offer? 
○    Ph.D.  
○    Psy.D. 
o Ed.D. 
o Psy.S. 
○    Other (please specify)  
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25.  What type of psychology doctoral program does your school offer? 
○    Clinical Psychology  
○    Counseling Psychology  
○    School Psychology  
○    Combined Professional-Scientific Psychology  
○    Other (please specify)  
 
 
26. Which setting best describes your main campus?  
○    Urban 
○    Community/Rural  
 
27.  What is your current title within your institution? 
○    Dean  
○    Training Director  
○    Program Director or Chair  
○    Director of Academic Affairs 
○    Professor  
○    Other (please specify)  
 
  
28. What is your gender?  
○    Male  
○    Female  
  
29. What is your age?  
○    <40  
○    40-50  
○    51-60  
○    61-70  
○     71-80  
○    >80  
 
30. Please tell us about your personal computer use. How often do you use a computer for 
the following?  
  Never Rarely Monthly Weekly Daily 
Communication 
(email, instant 
messaging, 
chat, forum) 
° ° ° ° ° 
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Web surfing 
(news, 
information, 
shopping) 
° ° ° ° ° 
Social 
Networking 
(e.g., Facebook, 
LinkedIn, 
Myspace) 
° ° ° ° ° 
Blogs – reading ° ° ° ° ° 
Blogs – posting 
or commenting ° ° ° ° ° 
Wikis – reading ° ° ° ° ° 
 
 
Thank you for your participation!  
  
If you would like to be contacted for pre-publication results or would like to make further 
comments, please contact the primary investigator: 
 
Leah Kamin 
leahkamin@pacificu.edu   
  
Simply click "done" to complete this survey.  
 
 
